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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The references listed in the Information Disclosure Statement(s) submitted 
on 10/4/2005 have been considered by the examiner (see attached PTO-1449). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Sasaki (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0105016 A1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Sasaki discloses a method of processing images, 
wherein inputted image data is subjected to image processes and the 
processed image data is outputted, comprising the steps of sequentially 
dividing inputted image data into small blocks of image data, each having a 
data volume according to the characteristics of an image process be 

4 

performed (claim 27), sequentially performing an image process on said 
small blocks of image data sequentially obtain small blocks of processed 
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image data (see Fig. 3), and sequentially outputting said small blocks of 
processed image data to an output destination (see Fig 2 and paragraph 4). 

Regarding claim 3 . Sasaki discloses the limitations of claim 1 as stated 
above and further teaches said inputted image data is cached, and said 
cached inputted imaged data is divided into the small blocks of image data 
(see Fig 2 and claim 27). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Sasaki in view of Yokoyama (U.S. Patent 5,381,163). 

Sasaki discloses the method above in claim 1 . 

Sasaki does not disclose expressly said inputted image data is divided 
into said small blocks of data in accordance with the access characteristics 
of said inputted image data. 

Yokoyama discloses said inputted image data is divided into said 
small blocks of data in accordance with the access characteristics of said 
inputted image data (see abstract).- 
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Sasaki and Yokoyama are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's method 
include dividing the image data into blocks according to the characteristics of the 
inputted image data, as taught by Yokoyama. The suggestion or motivation for 
doing so would have been that Sasaki's system could divide the image data into 
segments while maintaining the functionality of the original input data. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Yokoyama with the 
method of Sasaki to obtain the invention in claim 2. 

6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Sasaki in view of Shiraiwa (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0162695 
A1). 

Sasaki discloses the method above in claim 1 and said processed small 
blocks of image data are sequentially cached (see Fig. 2). 

Sasaki does not disclose expressly and output data is outputted from 
said cached small blocks of processed image data, according to the 
characteristics of the output destination. 

Shiraiwa discloses and output data is outputted from said cached 
small blocks of processed image data, according to the characteristics of 
the output destination (paragraph 30). 

Sasaki and Shiraiwa are combinable because they are from the same field 
of endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have 
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been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's method 
include outputting the processed data according to the characteristics of the 
output location, as taught by Yokoyama. The suggestion or motivation for doing 
so would have been that Sasaki' system could send the image data in a 
compatible format with the output destination. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine the teachings of Shiraiwa with the method of Sasaki to obtain 
the invention in claim 4. 

7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Sasaki in view of Ohta (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0051230 A1), 
and further in view of Redd et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2005/0190400 A1). 

Sasaki discloses the method above in claim 1 . 

Sasaki does not disclose expressly wherein the image processes are 
performed in accordance with the characteristics of the inputted image 
data. 

Ohta discloses wherein the image processes are performed in 
accordance with the characteristics of the inputted image data (see abstract 
and paragraph 41). 

Sasaki and Ohta are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's method 
include image processing according to the characteristics of the inputted data, as 
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taught by Ohta. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that 
Sasaki' system could provide flexibility in processing a wide variety of image data 
types. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Ohta 
with the method of Sasaki to obtain the invention in claim 4. 

Continuing, Sasaki and Ohta both fail to expressly disclose and/or the 
characteristics of the output destination. 

Redd discloses and/or the characteristics of the output destination 
(paragraph 100). 

Sasaki, Ohta, and Redd are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki and 
Ohta's method include image processing according to the characteristics of the 
inputted data, as taught by Redd. The suggestion or motivation for doing so 
would have been that Sasaki and Ohta's method would have flexibility in 
processing image data to a variety of output destinations. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine the teachings of Redd with the method of Sasaki 
and Ohta to obtain the invention in claim 5. 

8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Sasaki in view of Redd. 

Sasaki discloses the method above in claim 1. 

Sasaki does not disclose expressly a determination is made as to 
whether not the image process dependent on the output destination is 
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valid or not, based on the characteristics of the input destination of the 
inputted image data and the output characteristics of the output 
destination, and for cases in which it is determined that the image process 
dependent on the output destination is valid, the processing dependent on 
said output destination is substituted for the aforementioned processing. 

Redd discloses a determination is made as to whether not the image 
process dependent on the output destination is valid or not, based on the 
characteristics of the input destination of the inputted image data and the 
output characteristics of the output destination, and for cases in which it is 
determined that the image process dependent on the output destination is 
valid, the processing dependent on said output destination is substituted 
for the aforementioned processing (paragraph 100). 

Sasaki and Redd are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's method 
include determining if the image process is compatible with the output and 
subsequently using the image process that is compatible with the output, as 
taught by Redd. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that 
Sasaki' system could send the image data in a compatible format with the output 
destination. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of 
Redd with the method of Sasaki to obtain the invention in claim 6. 
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9. Claims 7 through 12 recite identical features as claims 1 through 6, 
respectively, except claims 7-12 are apparatus claims. Thus arguments similar to 
that presented above for claims 1-6 are equally applicable to claims 7-12. 

Claims 13 through 18 recite identical features as claims 1 through 6 
except claims 13-18 are computer readable medium claims. Thus, arguments 
similar to that presented above for claims 1-6 are equally applicable to claims 13- 
18 because without a computer readable medium to store a program that makes 
it possible for the systems to operate (the systems taught by Sasaki, Ohta, 
Yokoyama, Shiraiwa, and Redd), the rejections for claims 1-6 could not function. 

Citation of Pertinent Prior Art 

1 0. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

Tanaka (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0013436) discloses an 
image is stored in a memory and divided into a plurality of (k) times * (k) pixel 
blocks which are sequentially read out as block image data. 

Ishida et al. (U.S. Patent 6,173,082) discloses image processing related 
to characteristics of image data. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Athanasios Tom Papanikolaou whose 
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telephone number is (571) 272-7953. The examiner can normally be reached on 
9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Ed Coles can be reached on (571) 272-7402. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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